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Abstract
Compared to other disciplines, graduate programs in hospitality and tourism management are in their infancy.
Rapid changes within the business environment have prompted students in this field to drop a higher level of
problem solving skills and scholarship. As the number of graduate programs in hospitality and tourism grows
to meet this demand, the need also arises to evaluate each program k resources and contributions to graduate
education. This study examines both masters and doctoral degree granting programs in hospitality and
tourism management. All institutions were evaluated and ranked based on selected tangible criteria. Rankings
of the programs, which were strictly based on their strengths and resources as reported by the surveyed
institutions, are reported in this paper.
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Ranking of U. S .  Hospitality Graduate Programs: 
2002-2003 
By Michael G. Brizek and Mahmood A. Khan 
Compared to other disciplines, graduate programs in hospitality and tourism 
management are in their infancy. Rapid changes within the business environment 
hawprompted students in thisfieM to d d o p  a higher level ofproblem solving skills 
and scholarship. As the number of graduateprograms in hospitality and tourism 
grows to meet this demand, the need also arises to evaluate each program k resources 
and contributions to graduate education. This study examines both masters and 
doctoral degree grantingprograms in hospitality and tourism management. AN 
institutions were evaluated and ranked based on selected tangible criteria. Rankings of 
theprograms, which were strictly based on their strengths and resources as reported by 
the survqyed institutions, are reported in thispaper. 
Intraduction 
Compared to other disciplines, graduate programs in hospitality and tourism 
management are in their infancy. Rapid changes and intense competition within the 
business environment demand students to graduate with thorough understanding of the 
application of theories and problem solving skills. This requires a unique blend of 
academic and research studies to be infused into graduate studies. Recently many 
institutions have developed graduate degree programs in hospitality and tourism to 
fulfill the needs of the academia as well as the industry. The quality of these programs 
is directly related to the available resources and research facilities. Since these resources 
vary from institution to institution, national rankings have been provided by several 
reputed organizations for other fields of study. Although several business-related 
programs are ranked, hospitality and tourism management is not ranked separately in 
those national rankings. Currently there is no other updated published source related to 
the ranking of hospitality and tourism management programs. The demand for ranking 
these graduate programs comes not only from prospective students, recruiting officers, 
but also from academic institution administrators who are responsible for the overall 
evaluation and improvement of their related programs. Taking into consideration the 
importance of ranking, this ongoing research work was undertaken. 
Published research related to this subject has addressed the emergence of 
graduate education in hospitality and tourism. Khan and Olsen (1988)researched the 
present and future needs of institutional resources towards graduate programs in 
hospitality and tourism management. Khan (1992) commented on the "value-added" 
effects that graduate programs place on undergraduate education in hospitality and 
tourism. Bosselman (1933) commented on the emergence and strength of graduate 
programs within the last thirty years, including the quality and quantity of graduate 
research publications. Recently Tepeci, Seo, Upneja, and DeMicco (2001) researched 
the current supply and demand for hospitality and tourism faculty within the United 
States. Their study reviewed hospitality and tourism doctoral programs within the U.S. 
and the current state of doctoral graduates emerging from these programs. Their 
conclusions suggest that as the demand for terminal degrees within the field grows, 
more doctoral programs will continue to emerge and increase in size to address the 
demand issue and the quality of doctoral graduates in the field of academia. 
Earlier studies were limited to rankings of undergraduate and graduate 
disciplines related to business, education, law, engineering, and allied health, that 
relied primarily on prestige rankings by deans and program chairs. Related information 
used in some rankings included program size, GMAT/GRE scores, graduation rates, and 
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size of the faculty. Similar qualitative assessment of institutional resources was 
addressed within the hospitality and tourism field by publications such as Calnan (1988) 
and Kent, Lian, Khan, and Anene (1993). Recently, research by Brizek and Khan (2002) 
and Gould and Bojanic (2002) addressed the evaluation and ranking of hospitality and 
tourism undergraduate programs by using quantitative assessment. They evaluated the 
individual strengths of undergraduate programs by replicating the previously published 
1993 study and adding survey responses from industry recruiters. Attribute ratings were 
established and program were ranked in order based on six attributes (curriculum, 
students, facilities, faculty, career services, and overall quality). The Brizek and Khan 
study examined results from previous studies conducted from 1988 and 1993 and 
developed a pre-tested questionnaire which was finally sent to deans, chairs, and 
directors of hospitality and tourism programs. Attributes included in this questionnaire 
focused on faculty, students, curriculum, resources and facilities, and alumni support. 
Responses were then compared using a pre-developed quality point scale, which 
translated data into actual quantitative value. Eventually, programs were ranked on the 
basis of the total cumulative quality polnt score. This method was used for both masters 
and doctoral level programs. This methodology was adapted from and is very similar 
to the ranking methodology traditionally used by thc U.S. News a n d  World Repotf 
Their ranking of graduate programs is primarily based on GMAT/GRE scores; academic 
experience of graduate candidates; and graduation and employment placement rates. 
The researchers in this study added additional criteria to address commonalities 
associated with a graduate hospitality and tourism program such as alumni 
contributions and program's overall resources. 
Methods and Determinants of Rank 
A pre-tested five-page questionnaire was distributed to fortyeight masters 
degree granting programs in hospitality and tourism management which were listed in 
the International CHRIE Guide to Colleges and Program (Yb edition). Similar 
questionnaires were distributed to eleven doctoral programs offering Ph.D. degrees in 
related fields. These schools were identified through a previous study conducted by 
Tepeci et al., which focused on the supply and demand for hospitality and tourism 
doctoral graduates. Texas Tech University was added to the original list of programs, 
since the university had instituted a doctoral program in hospitality management. 
The questionnaire used for master degree programs was similar to the one used 
in the 2002 study for undergraduate degree programs with added focus on three key 
areas: curriculum, the student body, and institutional resources. Curricular issues 
assessed included core/elective course offerings; and curriculum evaluation and 
development activities. The student body section focused on enrollment, admission 
requirements, assistantships offered, and institutional funding for student development. 
In resources section items evaluated library holdings, external funding support, and 
electronidIntemet services to faculty and students. These criteria were carefully 
selected after several discussions with colleagues and comments received from 
presentations of earlier studies by the researchers at national meetings and conferences. 
Moreover, criteria used are identical to what are used by the U.S. Nws a n d  World 
Report. 
For the doctoral program, similar criteria used to invcstigate the master's 
programs, were used which included assessment related to the student body and 
available resources. However under each section questions selected solicited responses 
which are most appropriate for doctoral education. For example, greater emphasis was 
placed on research requirements of students, course requirements, and faculty 
involvement with students. In addition, teaching loads and number of doctoral 
advisors within the program were considered. The intent was not only to evaluate the 
competence of each doctoral program, but also the overall success of the program, in 
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relation to completed doctorates in the field and their scholarly contribution to the field 
of hospitality and tourism management during and after the student's residence within 
the program. Inclusion of above mentioned evaluation parameters. addressed some of 
the questions and deficiencies mentioned by earlier authors such as Tepeci et al. 
pertaining to the quality of master's and doctoral level education in hospitality/tourism 
management. 
The last section of the questionnaire focused on graduate faculty members and 
solicited information related to faculty members' qualifications; teaching loads; research 
responsibilities; and their overall contribution to research and scholarly activities; and 
grantsmanship both in writing grants and securing grants. 
In summary, the questionnaire consisted of three distinct sections: master's 
degree programs, doctoral programs, and graduate faculty. Scoring on each question 
under each section was conducted using carefully allocated points. These points 
allocated for each question was carefully selected after receiving a variety of input from 
colleagues and comments received on our earlier surveys. These scores were 
predetermined and were applied uniformly to all questionnaires once they were 
received. Five undergraduate students from the Department of Hotel and Restaurant 
Management at the University of Maryland Eastern Shore evaluated and scored all of 
the returned questionnaires in order to provide for accuracy and to eliminate any 
possible bias by the researchers. Scoring was heavily based on strengths related to 
graduate studies. For example, two points were given to each journal listed under 
resource section and two points for graduate courses offered under curriculum section. 
Similarly, ten points were given for each faculty member who has an earned doctoral 
degree. This type of scoring system did not restrict scores to a maximum or minimum 
number of points since the number of courses offered, number of graduate students, or 
the size of faculty varied from institution to institution. Rankings were based on the 
highest points achieved by each program. 
Respondents were also asked to rank the top six institutions strictly based on 
their perception of the status of the hospitality/tourism management programs. This 
"status ranking" for each graduate degree offering institution was used to validate and 
compare the evaluations from earlier studies. The "status ranking" was also used to 
mirror the methods used in the past by U.S. Naus and World Rqortfor evaluating 
different graduate programs. To help avoid any bias, the name of the institution from 
which the responses came were deleted if those were included in any of the top six 
names. Scoring for status ranking was based on six points being awarded to 
institutions that were ranked first on the questionnaire, five points to the second, four 
points to the third, three to the fourth, two points to the fifth, and one point to the sixth. 
This system was similar to that used in earlier studies by Calnan and Brizek and Khan. 
Results 
Of the forty-eight questionnaires that were distributed, thirty were received, 
yielding a response rate of 62.5%. Once the master's questionnaires were received, 
each one was reviewed and each response was scored using the predetermined quality 
points discussed above. Scores were added for each category and then an overall score 
was computed from each of the three sections to give an overall quality score for the 
program. Based on the total scores, each institution was ranked, selecting the top 20 
master's degree programs and the top nine doctoral programs. The rationale for the 
rankings was based on two factors. First, when the master's degree scores were 
tabulated there was a distinct difference between the top 20 score and the following 21 
to 25 scores. The doctoral degree in hospitality and tourism related field was offered by 
nine programs. One program, Texas Tech University introduced their Ph.D. program in 
the fall of 2002 and does not have established data to participate in this study at that 
time. To be as fair and inclusive as possible, institutions that had matching scores and 
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were placed in the top twenty (masters) and top nine (doctoral) were awarded the 
same ranking but did not displace another institution with a different score and ranking. 
This rationale was used in order to be as inclusive to all institutions as possible and to 
recognize the breadth of programs in this field. In a change from the undergraduate 
study of Brizek and Khan, the decision to add extra weight to scores in certain 
responses allowed for more dispersion in overall responses and fewer scores that 
recorded the same results. This decision was in response to suggestions made by 
administrators and educators during the ranking symposium at the International CHRIE 
conference in Orlando, Florida, 2002. 
Master's Degfee Programs 
The overall results of the master's degree program section show the top five 
institutions to be: University of Nevada, Las Vegas (390 points), Pennsylvania State 
University (292 points), Virginia Tech (286 points), University of Massachusetts-Amherst 
(2821, and Purdue University (269) (Table 1). (The tables for this article are located at 
the end of the article- editor). It should be noted that adding graduate faculty points to 
the total scores have skewed some of the results. Therefore, the total scores for 
curriculum, student body, and institutional resources were also computed and listed in 
Table 1. On the basis of this score, Virginia Tech moves to rank one and University of 
Nevada, Las Vegas moves down to third rank. Similarly, other institutions will be able 
to compare their scores to other schools. All of these institutions were found to be 
consistent in the level and amount of courses offered, the quality and level of graduate 
faculty at the institution, and the amount and extent of their institutional resources. 
Slight differences were found in the results of the ranking compared to the previous 
perceptual studies and prestige rankings referred to in this study. What was different to 
note from previous research is the emergence of some other institutions of 
hospitality/tourism management that might not have been previously recognized o r  
noted. Of particular importance are those institutions that are offering graduate degrees 
under different programs such as Human Resources, Consumer Sciences, etc. In 
addition, we witnessed multiple degree offerings or areas of concentrations at the 
graduate level. This was clearly evident from the majority of responses we received. 
Overall it is fair to assess from the total points received that the majority of 
hospitality/tourism programs ranked within the top 20 in this study are very similar in 
nature and based on enrollment size and amount of available resources, are growing 
and increasing in stature. 
Doctoral Degree Programs 
Doctoral degree programs in hospitality/tourism are relatively new compared to 
doctoral programs in other disciplines. The need for higher credentialed faculty with 
research backgrounds has prompted colleges/universities to offer terminal degrees in 
hospitality/tourism. Although not many differences were found amongst doctoral 
program curricula in hospitalityltourism management, differences prevailed in the size 
of the doctoral programs, the number of students enrolled, and the nature of standards 
and requirements (qualifying exams, preliminary exams, refereed publications, 
residence requirements, etc.). Results of the doctoral survey in order of rankings and 
respective scores (Table 2) are: Virginia Tech (196), Pennsylvania State University (180), 
Purdue University (172), Ohio State University (168), Oklahoma State University (164), 
Kansas State University (163), University of Nevada, Las Vegas (1541, Auburn University 
(150, and Iowa State University (151). It should be noted that the graduate faculty 
scores are not included in these rankings and are kept separate in order to highlight 
each doctoral program's resources and strengths. 
Tables 3 and 4 show status rankings based on respondents' perceptions of 
Master's and Doctoral programs respectively. As mentioned earlier these evaluations 
were conducted in order to follow up on our earlier studies as well as other published 
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studies such as Kent et. a1 in 1993. Among the top five, Cornell University was 
consistently viewed by its peers as among the top two hospitality/tourism programs in 
the U.S. The following four: The Pennsylvania State University (master's and doctoral), 
Virginia Tech (masters and doctoral), Kansas State university (master's and doctoral), 
Purdue University (master's and doctoral) and Florida International University (master's) 
were viewed by its peers as top programs on the basis of responses received. In 
comparing the quantitative ranking with the perceptual ranking, it is important to note 
that for the most part the more detailed quantitative ranking enhanced the perception 
of an institution to a much greater extent by displaying each programs' strengths and 
weaknesses. 
Limitations of the Study: 
During the annual I-CHRIE Conference in Orlando, Florida (2002) discussions 
were made during a panel symposium regarding ways to enhance the methods of this 
type of research. Comments such as determining categories based on the mission of 
the college/university and more weighted scores based on programs' strengths were 
discussed. It  was o b s e ~ e d  uring the conference that most researchers/educators 
favored this type of research in order to compare program resources; however, fine- 
tuning is needed to make the results of the study more applicable. For future surveys 
refinements will be made in order to make the survey instrument as reliable and 
consistent as possible. Some suggestions recommended by the panel included separate 
categories for each program's college or university's mission or historical background. 
Other suggestions or comments posed were an evaluation of the program's overall 
student body and comparisons of similar programs based on student body size. Finally, 
one scholar suggested an extension of the original ranking research to include an 
additional study to investigate a program's strength based on alumni data that would 
include career placement, Longevity of alumnus in chosen career, and alumni 
advancement in the field. 
As in the original 2002 Brizek and Khan's undergraduate study, more 
participation from other programs is needed in future studies in order to receive a true 
picture of all educational programs in hospitality/tourism management. It will need a 
concentrated effort by all administrators involved with International CHRIE to 
participate in these Gpes of studies to ensure a greater representation of all programs 
and promote the discussion and comparisons of program resources. 
Conclusions 
It is important to note that the 2002 undergraduate study and this graduate 
study were designed for administrators and faculty to evaluate and compare resources 
and program strengths in hospitality/tourism education. It is recommended that 
administrators view the criteria presented in this study and utilize parts of the results to 
evaluate/enhance their own programs and develop a comparative basis for the 
curriculum and resources already in place. The intention of this study is not to put one 
program higher than others, but to allow for a benchmarking tool for programs to 
measure themselves and compare with their peers. Our earlier studies were solicited 
and used by many higher level administrators to allocate resources and we hope this 
study will further help in building the strengths of hospitality and tourism management 
programs. As noted earlier, the body of research involving the evaluation and 
comparison of academic resources has developed over the past twenty years towards 
more sophisticated qualitative and perceptual measurements. As in the past, being the 
principal researchers of this topic, not only encourage debate on this topic but also 
future research to address advancement involving this area of research. Researchers 
will be glad to share specific information if desired, since it was not possible to discuss 
all sections in detail. 
FIU ReYiavVol. 24, No. 1 Page: 5 
Contents © 2006 by FIU Hospitality and Tourism Review.
The reproduction of any artwork, editorial or other
material is expresslv prohibited without written permission
from the publisher, excepting thatone-time educational reproduction is allowed without express permission.
References: 
Bosselman, R. H. and Barrows, C. W. eds., Hospitality Management Education (New 
York: The Haworth Hospitality Press, 1999). 
Brizek, M. G. and Khan, M.A. "Ranking of U.S. Hospitality Undergraduate Programs: 
2000-2001," Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Education 14, no. 2, (2002): 4 
Calnan, T. "As We See Ourselves," Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration 
Quarterly 29, no. 2, (1988): 79 
Gould, S. 1. and Bojanic, D.C. " Exploring Hospitality Program Rankings," Journal of 
Hospitality and Tourism Education 14, 110.4, (2002): 24-32 
Kent, W.E. Lian, K. Khan, M.A. and Anene, J.O. "Colleges' Hospitality Programs: 
Perceived Quality," Comd Hotel and ~estaurant ~drninistration~uarterl~, 
December, (1993): 66-72 
Khan, M.A. "Value-Added Impact of Graduate Prograna on Undergraduate Education 
in Hospitality Management," Conzell Hotel and Restaurant Admznistration 
Quarterly May 4, no. 3, (1992): 66-72 
Khan. M.A. and Olsen, M. D. " An Overview of Research in Hospitality Education," 
Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration Quarter& 29, no. 2 ,  (1988): 51-53 
Tepeci, M. Seo. W. S. Upneja, A. and DeMicco, F. J. "Supply and Demand for 
Hospitality / Tourism Management Faculty in the United States," Journal of 
Hospitality and Tourism Education 13, no.2, (2001): 38-41 
About the Authois: Michael G. Brizek, Ph.D. is an Associate Professor in the 
School of Hotel, Restaurant, and Tourism Management at the University of South 
Carolina. Mahmood A. Khan, Ph.D. is a Professor in the Department of Hospitality 
and Tourism Management, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 
Page: 6 FIU Rmiew Vol. 24, No. 1 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - pp 
- - - - - - - - - 
Contents © 2006 by FIU Hospitality and Tourism Review.
The reproduction of any artwork, editorial or other
material is expresslv prohibited without written permission
from the publisher, excepting thatone-time educational reproduction is allowed without express permission.
Contents © 2006 by FIU Hospitality and Tourism Review.
The reproduction of any artwork, editorial or other
material is expresslv prohibited without written permission
from the publisher, excepting thatone-time educational reproduction is allowed without express permission.
Contents © 2006 by FIU Hospitality and Tourism Review.
The reproduction of any artwork, editorial or other
material is expresslv prohibited without written permission
from the publisher, excepting thatone-time educational reproduction is allowed without express permission.
Table 3: 
Status Rankings of Master's Programs in Hospitality/Tourbm 
1 5 1 Florida International University I 145 I 
Rank School Cumulative Points 
Table 4: 
Status Rankings of Doctoral Programs in Hospitality/Tourism 
1 
2 
3 
d 
Pennsylvania State University 
Cornell University 
Purdue University 
T l N l V  
Rank School Cumulative Points 
212 
201 
185 
1 A6 
1 I Cornell University 
2 I Purdue University 
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230 
195 
4 
5 
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3 I Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State I 180 
unhrersity 
Pennsylvania State University 
Kansas State University 
176 
170 
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